This paper compares secondary predication constructions such as small clause complements, resultatives, and depictives in English and Korean. It argues that these two typologically different languages employ different modes of satisfying the Case Filter with regard to the Case of the subjects of small clauses. More specifically, it is argued that the subject of a small clause in English is Accusative Case-marked by the higher governing verb, while that in Korean is Nominative Case-marked by default.
Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to compare secondary predication constructions such as small clause complements, resultatives, and depictives in English and Korean and argue that these two typologically different languages employ different modes of satisfying the Case Filter (Chomsky 1981) in case of the subjects of small clauses. More specifically, we argue that the subject of a small clause in English is .Accusative Case-marked by the higher governing verb, while that in Korean is Nominative Case-marked by default.
Case Filter and English Small Clauses
It is generally assumed that the subject of the secondary predication has its Case assigned/checked by the matrix verb in English. Consider the following examples:
(1) a. I consider c. The professor lectured (*to) the class into a stupor.
(4) a. The lion gnawed *(on) the bone b. The winemakers stomped *(on) the grapes.
c. The professor lectured *(to) the class.
In the examples in (3), the matrix verbs are claimed to undergo so-called "Resultative Formation."
Thus the prepositions are not allowed in these examples, while in the ordinary intransitive usage in (4) the prepositions should not be omitted. What is not clear about this kind of analysis is the nature of this transitive-formation.2 Converting intransitive verbs into transitive ones is not infrequent, but Kim and Maling (1997) do not discuss what exactly motivates the function-changing process in intransitive resultatives.
A process like "Resultative Formation" proposed in Kim and Maling (1997) seems to be needed, anyhow, to account for why the prepositions in the examples given in (5) are not allowed and, equally importantly, to explain why the "fake" reflexive objects are obligatory in the examples in (5) below:
(5) a. Joggers often run *(themselves) sick b. The kids laughed *(themselves) into a frenzy.
c. The tenors sang *(themselves) hoarse.
In the examples in (5), the reflexive objects should not be omitted. Otherwise, the Case (feature) of the matrix verbs may not be checked/saturated, after it is transformed into a transitive verb.3.
In all of these analyses, one common feature is that Case Filter holds of the subjects of the secondary predicates in English and that Case Filter is satisfied by the "transitive-like" properties of the matrix verbs. In sum, the subjects of the secondary predicates in English are Case-marked and the case of these subjects is assigned/checked by the matrix verbs governing the subjects.
3 Small Clauses in Korean
In this section we are concerned with the two Case forms of the subjects of small clauses in Korean. In Section 3.1, it is shown that the subject of a small clause is Accusative Case-marked if the matrix verb is transitive, while that is Nominative Case-marked if the matrix verb is intransitive. In Section 3.2, we argue that the subject of a small clause in Korean is Nominative Case-marked by default if there is no case assigned (to the subject of the small clause) by the matrix verb.
3.1 Accusative and Nominative Subjects of Small Clauses Bowers's (1997 Bowers's ( , 2001 ) raising analysis of intransitive resultatives or Kim and Maling's (1997) "Resultative Formation" may not be extended over to Korean data. The subjects of the secondary predicates in Korean are invariably Accusative Case-marked if the matrix verbs are transitive verbs. This is illustrated in (6) below: In examples in (7), the subjects are all Nominative Case-marked. This is strikingly different from the intransitive resultatives in English.
Suppose that Bowers's (1997) raising analysis or Kim and Maling's (1997) Resultative
Formation analysis are correct in that the subject of the intransitive resultative predicate discussed so far must be in a Case position. That is, suppose that it is in [Spec, VP] in Bowers (1997 Bowers ( , 2001 ) or in object position in Kim and Maling (1997) . Suppose further that this analysis is intended to be applied cross-linguistically. Then it is incorrectly predicted that in (9) the subjects of the resultative predicates should be Accusative Case-marked and not Nominative Case-marked.
If the Case Filter (Chomsky 1981 ) is a universal condition and Korean is not an eception to its application, then we need to explain how the examples in (9) would be compatible with the Case
Filter. In the next subsection we are concerned with this issue.
Default Nominative Case
Given that the Case Filter is a universal condition, Korean data, particulary those in (9) seem to pose a potential problem. If the matrix verbs undergo "Resultative Formation" or if they are transitive verbs, then the subjects of the secondary predicates would be Accusative Case-marked. This is not the case, however.
A careful examination, however, reveals that it is only an apparent one. It is highly conceivable that languages may differ in allowing default Case strategy. Thus English and Korean may be parameterized with regard to the default Case strategy: English does not allow default Case strategy, while Korean does allow it. In the case of secondary predication, English employs "Raising to Case position" (see Bowers 1993 Bowers , 1997 Bowers , 2001 or "Resultative Formation"(see Kim and Maling 1997) to satisfy Case Filter. Korean does not employ these apparatuses since it allows default strategy. In the next section we provide evidence for the claim that we need to admit default Case strategy in Korean.
Default Case in Korean and Other Languages
In this section we provide arguments for our claim that Korean allows default Nominative Case when there is no source of any case for an argument NP. Supporting evidence includes Case phenomena in adjective constructions and in the infinitivals. We also provide supporting evidence from typologically unrelated languages such as Icelandic. Section 4.1 discusses the default Case strategy in Korean and Section 4.2 deals with default Case in other languages.
Default Case in Korean
In Korean, transitive verbs assign Accusative Case to its sister/complement, as shown in (10) There is a consensus on the assumption that structural Accusative Case in Korean is assigned by the verb to its object in transitive sentences, just like in English. Strikingly enough, however, some objects are not Accusative Case-marked but Nominative Case-marked. This is illustrated in (9) below: In (9) the theme argument Mary is Nominative Case-marked, and in (10) the theme argument chinkwu is Nominative Case-marked. This is different from their English counterparts, given in the translations.
Y.-S. Kang (1986) properties as a head of S, and concludes that the assumption that the nominative Case is assigned by INFL in Korean is unmotivated. We will not discuss in detail the Case assigning mechanism of Korean in this paper. Readers are referred to Kang (1986) and Kang (1988) . The embedded clause in (17) is an infinitival clause. Hence there is no tense or agreement marker in this infinitival clause, as shown in (18) As is well known, the subject position of the infinitival clause in English is not a Case position (see footnote 10). Given the Case Filter, however, the subject him must be assigned any Case. Since
English does not allow default Case strategy, him must be assigned Case by some appropriate Caseassigning head. The preposition-like complementizer for is thus employed only for Case theoretic reasons. Once again, an argument NP must be assigned Case in some way or other.
In sum, English does not allow default Case so that it employs of-insertion or prepositional complementizer for in cases where there is no source of Case. On the other hand, Korean allows default Nominative Case so that it does not need any special apparatus for satisfying the Case Filter.
Default Case in Other Languages
9 The subject position of control infmitival constructions is assumed to be assigned Null Case. See Martin (1999 Martin ( , 2001 and Chomsky (1995) . In this paper we argued that English and Korean differ from each other in satisfying the Case Filter.
More specifically, we argued that the subject of a small clause in English is Accusative Case-marked by the matrix verb governing the subject, while that in Korean is assigned default Nominative Case.
In Section 2, we discussed the general case properties of the subjects of secondary predicates in English, and showed that the subjects of small clauses should be Accusative Case-marked either by raising to an appropriate Case position (Bowers 1997 (Bowers , 2001 or by changing the matrix verb into a "transitive" one (Kim and Maling 1997) . By contrast, we showed that the subjects of small clauses in Korean are either Accusative Case-marked or Nominative Case-marked according to the types of the matrix verbs. That is, if the matrix verb governing the subject of a small clause is transitive, then the subject is Accusative Case-marked. If the matrix verb governing the subject of a small clause is intransitive, on the other hand, then the subject is Nominative Case-marked. In this section, we 10 D=Dative Case, A=Accusative Case, and N=Nominative Case proposed that Korean employs default Case strategy in order to satisfy the Case Filter on the subject of a small clause when there is no source of case assignment. In Section 4, we discussed the default Case strategy from a more broad perspective. We argued that English allows of-insertion and/or a preposition-like complementizer for in order to mark Case on caseless nouns, while Korean allows default Nominative Case for caseless nouns. Default Case in other languages is also discussed in this section.
